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Introduction {#sec001}
============

Pregnant women with diabetes mellitus (DM) are at high risk for hypertensive disorder of pregnancy (HDP). In the previous review of the literature, \[[@pone.0230488.ref001]\] the rate of preeclampsia ranged from 9% to 66% in primigravid women with type 1 DM (T1DM).

DM was found to be a risk factor for preeclampsia in a systematic review. \[[@pone.0230488.ref002]\] The odds ratio \[95% confidence interval (CI)\] of preeclampsia in pregnant women with preexisting DM versus their counterparts without DM was 3.48 (3.01--4.02) in the US \[[@pone.0230488.ref003]\]. Furthermore, the incidence of T2DM in Japanese populations is higher than that in the US or western European populations. In a recent study from Japan, type 2 DM (T2DM) was a risk factor for HDP, and the prevalence of HDP, gestational hypertension, and preeclampsia were 5.2--8.2, 1.8--4.4, and 0.2--9.2%, respectively. \[[@pone.0230488.ref004]\]

According to "hyperglycemia--hyperinsulinemia theory" (left side of [Fig 1](#pone.0230488.g001){ref-type="fig"}) proposed by Pedersen \[[@pone.0230488.ref005]\], hyperglycemia in women with DM can often induce hyperglycemia, pancreatic β cell hypertrophy, and hyperinsulinemia in the fetus as well as abnormalities such as organ immaturity and excessive weight gain. Thus, pregnant women with DM are at increased risk of having an infant that is large-for-dates infants or has macrosomia (weighing ≥4000 g). In a retrospective observational study conducted in 117,680 Japanese women without hyperglycemia who gave birth to singleton infants at 37 gestational weeks (GW) or later, a total of 1037 (0.9%) women gave birth to macrosomic neonates \[[@pone.0230488.ref006]\].

![**Hypothesis of diabetes mellitus (DM; left side) and hypertensive disorder of pregnancy (HDP; right side).** The hyperglycemia--hyperinsulinemia theory for DM is a modified version of that described by Pedersen, \[[@pone.0230488.ref005]\] and the two-stage model for HDP (preeclampsia) is a modified version of that described by Roberts. \[[@pone.0230488.ref012]\] In this revised hypothesis, we propose that DM "normalizes" the fetal growth restriction induced by the onset of HDP. Abbreviations: GDM, gestational diabetes mellitus; HDP, hypertension disorders of pregnancy; ICH, intracerebral hemorrhage.](pone.0230488.g001){#pone.0230488.g001}

Pregnant women with well-controlled T1DM and normal glucose control during the first trimester and throughout pregnancy do not appear to have a higher risk of heavy-for-dates infants \[[@pone.0230488.ref007]\]. Many women with DM who have higher insulin resistance and whose plasma glucose levels are poorly controlled during pregnancy have infants who are heavy-for-dates. The odds ratio (and 95% CI) of macrosomic infants among women with preexisting DM in pregnancy versus their counterparts without DM was 1.91 (1.74--2.10) in the USA. \[[@pone.0230488.ref003]\] However, many women with DM whose plasma glucose levels were controlled too strictly had light-for-dates infants. \[[@pone.0230488.ref008]\] All pregnant women develop insulin resistance to some degree in response to increased plasma glucose levels. The insulin resistance is passed from mother to fetus via the placenta. The level of insulin resistance in the placenta is somewhat lower than that in the woman's bloodstream. In a previous review article, insulin resistance associated with secondary hyperinsulinemia was suspected to be the link between hypertension and DM. \[[@pone.0230488.ref009]\] Thus, insulin resistance and hyperinsulinemia might be the common ground for the metabolic syndrome of pregnancy-elevated blood pressure and DM. Many women with HDP have infants who are light-for-dates. According to the two-stage model of preeclampsia (right side of [Fig 1](#pone.0230488.g001){ref-type="fig"}), \[[@pone.0230488.ref010]\] stage 1 is characterized by "a poorly perfused placenta" as a result of defective remodeling of uterine spiral arteries during 8--18 GW. In pregnancy with HDP, the blood flow from mother to fetus via placenta is decreased, which results in fetal growth restriction (FGR). Approximately 15% of women diagnosed with FGR will develop preeclampsia in Japan. \[[@pone.0230488.ref011]\]

A brief review on preeclampsia summarized the recent work on the causes of preeclampsia, revealing a mode of maternal immune recognition of the fetus relevant to the condition \[[@pone.0230488.ref013]\]. In the review, preeclampsia was demonstrated to contribute to the clinical syndrome induced by a common pregnancy disorder that originates in the placenta and causes variable maternal and fetal problems.

Early-onset preeclampsia arises due to defective placentation, whereas late-onset preeclampsia may center on interactions between normal senescence of the placenta and a maternal genetic predisposition to cardiovascular and metabolic disease. The causes both placental and maternal vary among individuals \[[@pone.0230488.ref014]\].

Women with DM would have infants who are heavier as well as a heavier placentae than women without DM \[[@pone.0230488.ref015]\].

In a previous report, the mean birth weight was higher in pregnant women with T1DM than in their counterparts without DM \[[@pone.0230488.ref015]\]. An association was identified between increased birth weight or placental weight and increased maternal BMI in pregnant women without DM, but no significant changes in birth weight or placental weight in relation to maternal BMI was noted in pregnant women with T1DM. However, women with HDP would have not only infants who are lighter but also lighter placentae \[[@pone.0230488.ref016]\]. In a recent report, the placental volume at 11--14 GW as determined via ultrasonography using a special technique was an independent predictor of preeclampsia and FGR related to placental insufficiency \[[@pone.0230488.ref017]\].

Women with DM and preeclampsia have a higher placental weight than women with preeclampsia alone or those without preeclampsia \[[@pone.0230488.ref016]\]. In addition, a recent review found that modern DM management with appropriate diet, insulin therapy, and antihypertensive treatment for chronic hypertension (CH) in pregnant women with preexisting DM can reduce the risk of pregnancy complications such as congenital malformations, fetal overgrowth, preeclampsia, and preterm delivery \[[@pone.0230488.ref018]\].

Women with both DM and HDP might be able to control their plasma glucose levels with only few insulin dosages. Did women with DM who had HDP give birth to infants who were heavy-for-dates or light-for-dates? Can glycemic control be used to predict the incidences of HDP with/without FGR in women with DM?

The aim of our study was to determine which parameters help identify women with HDP among women with DM. We examined the relation of birthweight, placenta weight, insulin dosage during the peripartum period, and hemoglobin A1c (HbA1c) levels before pregnancy or at first trimester and those at delivery in women with DM as well as in those with or without additional HDP. We thus hoped to find a way (the predictors) to detect the incidences of HDP or both HDP and FGR associated with DM.

Materials and methods {#sec002}
=====================

Study design {#sec003}
------------

This retrospective cohort study was conducted in the perinatal medical centers of two institutions with maternal--fetal intensive care and neonatal intensive care units. The two institutions (Hokkaido University Hospital and Sapporo City Hospital) are located in Sapporo City with a population of 1.97 million and both institutions have specialists (medical doctors) in perinatal medicine and DM. These physicians worked in the Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology or the Department of Internal Medicine II, Hokkaido University Graduate School of Medicine.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria {#sec004}
--------------------------------

Between January 2011 and December 2018, 7893 women gave birth at or after 22 GW at the two institutions. Of these, 154 women with DM who had singleton births were enrolled. Of these, those with "overt DM during pregnancy" \[[@pone.0230488.ref019]--[@pone.0230488.ref021]\] were included as having T2DM. Fortunately, all women were at least 20 years old at the time of delivery. Women whose infants had fetal chromosomal abnormality were excluded as well as those who gave birth to twins or triplets.

Diagnosis and treatment of DM during pregnancy {#sec005}
----------------------------------------------

In the present study, the glucose metabolic disorders present before pregnancy, since early pregnancy, and both were classified into two categories: (1) T1DM and (2) T2DM, according to Japanese recommendation. \[[@pone.0230488.ref022]\] The women in whom DM was induced by steroid treatment were excluded.

DM was diagnosed according to the criteria \[[@pone.0230488.ref022]--[@pone.0230488.ref023]\] that DM was defined as (1) a fasting plasma glucose level \< 126 mg/dL, (2) a 2-h plasma glucose level ≥ 200 mg/dL in the 75-g oral glucose tolerance test, and (3) both random plasma glucose level ≥ 200 mg/dL and an HbA1c level ≥ 6.5%.

Women with "overt DM during pregnancy" \[[@pone.0230488.ref019]--[@pone.0230488.ref021]\] were classified as having T2DM. The criteria for diagnosing overt DM during pregnancy were the same as those for diagnosing DM: HbA1c levels ≥ 6.5% at 8 to 12 GW and before delivery.

According to Japanese recommendations for diagnosing and treating DM during pregnancy \[[@pone.0230488.ref024]\], insulin was the only medication used to treat DM in pregnant women in the present study. Women who used non-insulin medications before pregnancy to control plasma glucose levels switched to insulin early in their pregnancies. The targeted plasma glucose levels to treat DM were \<100 mg/dL before meals and \<120 mg/dL after meals.

All women in the present study who had DM were interviewed about the kind of therapy for DM that they used before and after their current pregnancies.

Diagnosis of HDP {#sec006}
----------------

All women were classified into three subgroups: (1) with HDP, (2) without HDP, and (3) with chronic CH.

HDP in the present study was diagnosed as gestational hypertension and preeclampsia according to a previous Japanese criterion. \[[@pone.0230488.ref025]\] Hypertension was defined as a systolic blood pressure ≥ 140 mmHg, a diastolic blood pressure ≥ 90 mmHg, or both. Gestational hypertension was defined as hypertension occurring during and after 20 GW. Preeclampsia was diagnosed in women who developed both hypertension and significant proteinuria (defined as a spot-urine protein: creatinine ratio ≥ 0.27 or as ≥ 0.3 g of protein loss/24-h urine collection) ≥ 20 GW.

Diagnosis of FGR or light-for-dates in infants, and evaluation basis of placenta weight and birthweight/placenta weight ratio SD {#sec007}
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Birthweight and placenta weight were measured after deliveries. light-for-dates of infants were diagnosed in newborns on the basis of normative birthweights for Japanese newborns. \[[@pone.0230488.ref026]\] FGR was defined as standard deviation (SD) of birthweight ≤ −1.5. The placenta weight SD and birthweight/placental weight ratio SD were calculated using normative data for placenta weights and birthweights of the normal Japanese pregnant women. \[[@pone.0230488.ref027]\]

Outcomes {#sec008}
--------

The primary outcome was the incidence of HDP and/or FGR in pregnant women with DM. The secondary outcomes were the predictors of HDP and/or FGR in pregnant women with DM.

Statistical analyses {#sec009}
--------------------

Data were calculated as means ± SD or as frequencies. Statistical analyses were performed with the statistical software JMP Pro, version 14.0 (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, N.C.). Tukey--Kramer honestly significant difference tests or Student\'s *t* tests were used to compare the means. Fisher\'s exact test was used to compare categorical variables. Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves were used to assess the ability of parameters to differentiate incidences of HDP.

In all analyses, a p level \<0.05 was used to indicate statistical significance.

Ethics statement {#sec010}
----------------

This study was conducted after receiving approval from the Institutional Review Board of Hokkaido University Hospital (No. 018--297). All women provided verbal informed consent to participate in the study. The information of this clinical study is released to the public via the website of Hokkaido University Hospital according to the recommendations of the Ministry of Health, Labor, and Welfare (Japan).

Results {#sec011}
=======

Differences in characteristics between T1DM and T2DM {#sec012}
----------------------------------------------------

Of all 154 women, 45 women (29.2%) had T1DM and 109 women (70.8%) had T2DM. Thus, incidence rates of glucose metabolic disorders before pregnancy were 2.0% (154/7893). No women with T1DM had CH, but 19 women (17.4%) with T2DM did. The incidence of HDP among women with T1DM (n = 10, 22.2%) was similar to that among women with T2DM (n = 15, 13.8%). Furthermore, the incidence of preeclampsia among women with T1DM (13.3%) was similar to that among women with T2DM (9.2%).

The characteristics of women with T1DM and T2DM are shown in [Table 1](#pone.0230488.t001){ref-type="table"}. The frequency of women with diabetic nephropathy or diabetic retinopathy among those with T1DM was similar to those with T2DM. The body mass index (BMI) before pregnancy, BMI at delivery, and amount of increase of BMI during pregnancy was significantly higher among women with T1DM than among those with T2DM (p \< 0.0001, p \< 0.0001, and p = 0.0072, respectively). However, HbA1c at first trimester, HbA1c at delivery, and the amount of increase of HbA1c during pregnancy were similar between women with T1DM and those with T2DM. The treatment of DM before pregnancy among women with T2DM was less common than among those with T1DM (p \< 0.0001). The insulin dosage during the first trimester was significantly higher among women with T1DM than among those with T2DM (p \< 0.0001); however, the insulin dosage at delivery was similar between women with T1DM and those with T2DM. Birthweight and SD of birthweight were significantly higher among women with T1DM than among those among those with T2DM (p = 0.0174 and p = 0.0133, respectively); however, the frequency of FGR was similar between women with T1DM and those with T2DM. Moreover, placenta weight and placenta weight SDs at delivery were similar between women with T1DM and those with T2DM.

10.1371/journal.pone.0230488.t001

###### Characteristics of pregnant women with and without hypertension with T1DM and T2DM during pregnancy.

![](pone.0230488.t001){#pone.0230488.t001g}

  Characteristic                         T1DM [^c^](#t001fn005){ref-type="table-fn"}          T2DM                                                                                                                                                                                             
  -------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------- ---------------- ---------------------------------------------------- ---------------- ---------------------------------------------------
  Age (years)                            30.9 ± 0.8 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    30.3 ± 4.8                                           31.1 ± 5.2                                           33.5 ± 0.5       32.3 ± 5.7                                           33.3 ± 5.8       34.9 ± 4.5
  Primipara (%)                          27 (60.0%)                                           7 (70.0%)                                            20 (57.1%)                                           49 (45.0%)       8 (53.3%)                                            32 (42.7%)       9 (47.4%)
  Preeclampsia (%)                       6 (13.3%)                                            6 (60.0%)                                            ---                                                  10 (9.2%)        7 (46.7%)                                            ---              3 (15.8%)
  Gestational age at delivery (weeks)    37.7 ± 0.4                                           37.4 ± 2.4                                           37.8 ± 1.8                                           37.2 ± 0.3       36.3 ± 2.9                                           37.6 ± 2.7       36.1 ± 4.1
  Preeclampsia (%)                       6 (13.3%)                                            6 (60.0%)                                            ---                                                  10 (9.2%)        7 (46.7%)                                            ---              3 (15.8%)
  Diabetic nephropathy (%)               6 (13.3%)                                            4 (40.0%) [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}     2 (5.7%)                                             12 (11.0%)       4 (26.7%)                                            6 (8.0%)         2 (10.5%)
  Diabetic retinopathy (%)               8 (17.8%)                                            1 (10.0%)                                            7 (20.0%)                                            13 (11.9%)       3 (20.0%)                                            6 (8.0%)         4 (21.1%)
  BMI before pregnancy                   22.5 ± 0.8 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    22.6 ± 4.2 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    22.4 ± 3.1 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    28.9 ± 0.5       30.7 ± 4.9                                           27.8 ± 5.8       31.8 ± 4.8b
  BMI at delivery                        26.6 ± 0.7 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    28.0 ± 3.5 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    26.2 ± 2.9 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    32.0 ± 0.5       34.6 ± 5.2 [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}    30.8 ± 5.4       34.7 ± 5.3 [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}
  ΔBMI during pregnancy                  4.15 ± 0.32 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   5.45 ± 2.01 [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   3.77 ± 1.98                                          3.12 ± 0.20      3.85 ± 2.11                                          3.03 ± 2.18      2.94 ± 1.91
  HbA1c during first trimester (%)       7.46 ± 1.64                                          8.54 ± 2.24 [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   7.15 ± 1.31                                          7.30 ± 1.56      7.91 ± 1.22                                          7.11 ± 1.62      7.57 ± 1.42
  HbA1c at delivery (%)                  6.55 ± 0.90 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   7.07 ± 1.17b                                         6.41 ± 0.76                                          6.19 ± 0.88      6.65 ± 1.48                                          6.12 ± 0.70      6.12 ± 0.87
  ΔHbA1c during pregnancy (%)            \- 0.91 ± 1.24                                       \- 1.47 ± 1.95                                       \- 0.75 ± 0.92                                       \- 1.11 ± 1.50   \- 1.26 ± 1.33                                       \- 1.00 ± 1.54   \- 1.45 ± 1.45
  Treatment of DM before pregnancy (%)   41 (91.1%) [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    8 (80.0%)                                            33 (94.3%)                                           37 (33.9%)       1 (6.7%) [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}      29 (38.7%)       7 (36.8%)
  ID during first trimester (U/day)      31.6 ± 21.4 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   26.4 ± 24.7 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   33.1 ± 20.5 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   8.1 ± 16.1       0.8 ± 3.1                                            9.6 ± 18.0       7.9 ± 12.5
  ID at delivery (U/day)                 51.4 ± 20.2                                          41.1 ± 13.2 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   54.4 ± 21.1                                          63.1 ± 48.0      93.4 ± 63.1 [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   56.5 ± 42.8      64.9 ± 47.4
  Δ ID during pregnancy (U/day)          19.9 ± 22.2[^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    14.7 ± 25.7 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   21.3 ± 21.3 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   55.0 ± 47.8      92.6 ± 63.2 [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   46.9 ± 40.9      47.3 ± 10.9
  Cesarean section (%)                   21 (46.7%)                                           6 (60.0%)                                            15 (42.9%)                                           65 (59.6%)       12 (80.0%) [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}    38 (50.7%)       15 (78.9%) ^b^
  FGR (%)                                1 (2.2%)                                             0 (0.0%)                                             1 (2.9%)                                             12 (11.0%)       5 (33.3%) [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}     4 (5.3%)         3 (15.8%)
  Birthweight (g)                        3145 ± 581[^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}     2828 ± 646 [^b^](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}    3236 ± 537 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    2828 ± 769       2629 ± 1012b                                         2943 ± 640       2589 ± 959
  Birthweight SD                         1.11 ± 1.27 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.47 ± 1.51                                          1.33 ± 1.15 [^a^](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.48 ± 1.56      0.26 ± 2.41                                          0.59 ± 1.34      0.22 ± 1.62
  Placenta weight (g)                    621 ± 121                                            561 ± 135                                            639 ± 113                                            586 ± 164        546 ± 205                                            602 ± 150        555 ± 182
  Placenta weight SD                     0.65 ± 0.95                                          0.13 ± 1.12                                          0.80 ± 0.83                                          0.39 ± 1.27      0.07 ± 1.67                                          0.49 ± 1.16      0.26 ± 1.34
  BW/PW ratio                            5.10 ± 0.77                                          5.09 ± 0.77                                          5.10 ± 0.78                                          4.89 ± 0.90      4.81 ± 0.85                                          4.97 ± 0.85      4.62 ± 1.13
  BW/PW ratio SD                         0.19 ± 0.84                                          0.32 ± 0.72                                          0.15 ± 0.88                                          0.05 ± 0.97      0.17 ± 0.80                                          0.03 ± 1.01      0.02 ± 0.93
  Stillbirth or END (%)                  1 (2.2%)                                             0 (0.0%)                                             1 (2.9%)                                             2 (1.8%)         0 (0.0%)                                             2 (2.7%)         0 (0.0%)

Data are expressed as means ± standard deviations (SDs). Hypertensive disorders of pregnancy (HDP) were defined as the new onset of hypertension during pregnancy.

BMI, body mass index; ΔBMI, change in BMI; BW/PW, birthweight/placenta weight; END, early neonatal death; HbA1c, hemoglobin A1c; ΔHbA1c, change in hemoglobin A1c; HT, hypertension; ID, insulin dose; ΔID, change in insulin dose; T1DM, diabetes mellitus type 1; T2DM, diabetes mellitus type 2.

^a^ p \< 0.05 (T1DM versus T2DM).

^b^ p \< 0.05 (HDP versus non-HDP in the same group).

^c^ No woman with T1DM had chronic hypertension.

Differences in glycemic control, fetal growth, and placenta weight among pregnant women with T1DM+HDP and those with T1DM alone (without HDP) {#sec013}
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

[Table 1](#pone.0230488.t001){ref-type="table"} lists the characteristics of the two groups of women. The frequency of women with diabetic nephropathy in the T1DM+HDP group was significantly higher than those in the T1DM group (p = 0.0164); however, the frequency of women with diabetic retinopathy was similar between the two groups. BMIs before pregnancy and at delivery were similar between the T1DM+HDP and T1DM alone groups; however, the increase in BMI during pregnancy in the T1DM+HDP group was significantly higher than that in the T1DM alone group (p = 0.0233).

In contrast, HbA1c levels during the first trimester and at delivery in the T1DM+HDP group were significantly higher than those in the T1DM alone group (p = 0.0166); however, the increase in HbA1c levels during pregnancy in the T1DM+HDP group was similar to that in the T1DM alone group. Insulin dosages during first trimester and at delivery, and the increase in insulin dosage increases during pregnancy were similar between the two groups. Birthweight in the T1DM+HDP group was lower than that in the T1DM alone group (p = 0.0491): however, birthweight SDs, placenta weights, and placenta weight SDs were similar between the two groups. The frequency of FGR in women with T1DM+HDP was similar to that in women with T1DM alone.

Differences in glycemic control, fetal growth, and placental weight among pregnant women with T2DM+HDP, those with T2DM alone, and those with T2DM+CH {#sec014}
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

[Table 1](#pone.0230488.t001){ref-type="table"} shows the characteristics of the three groups in women with T1DM and T2DM.

The frequency of diabetic nephropathy or diabetic retinopathy was similar among the three groups.

BMIs before pregnancy and the increase in BMI during pregnancy were similar between the women with T2DM+HDP and those with T2DM alone; however, BMIs at delivery were significantly higher in women with T2DM+HDP than in those with T2DM alone (p = 0.0274). Furthermore, BMIs before pregnancy and at delivery were significantly higher in women with T2DM+CH than in those with T2DM (p = 0.0073 and p = 0.0060, respectively) but were similar to those with T2DM+HDP.

HbA1c levels during the first trimester and at delivery and the increase in BMI during pregnancy were similar among the three groups. The treatment of DM before pregnancy in the T2DM+HDP group was less common than that in the T2DM alone group (p = 0.0164) or in the T2DM+CH group (p = 0.0294). Insulin dosages at delivery in the T2DM+HDP group were significantly higher than those in the T2DM alone group (p = 0.0063). Thus, the amount of increase of insulin dosage during pregnancy was significantly higher in the T2DM+HDP group than in the T2DM alone group (p = 0.0027).

The birthweight in T2DM+HDP group was lower than that in the T2DM alone group (p = 0.0022), and the frequency of FGR in the T2DM+HDP group was higher than that in the T2DM group (p = 0.0057), however, birthweight SD, placenta weight, and placenta weight SD were similar between the two groups. Birthweight, birthweight SD, placenta weight, and placenta weight SD in the T2DM+CH group were similar to those in the T2DM+HDP group and to those in the T2DM alone group.

Relationship between incidences of HDP and pre-pregnancy glycemic control / glycemic control at delivery {#sec015}
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Of the 90 women with T2DM but without CH, 15 (16.7%) had HDP (see [Table 1](#pone.0230488.t001){ref-type="table"}). We considered the relation between incidences of HDP and pre-pregnancy glycemic control among 135 women: the 45 with T1DM (i.e., T1DM+HDP or T1DM alone groups) and the 90 with T2DM without CH (i.e., T2DM+HDP or T2DM alone groups).

According to ROC curves, there was a relationship between HbA1c level before pregnancy or at first trimester and incidences of HDP for all 135 women (cutoff value of HbA1c level before pregnancy, ≥ 7.2%; AUC = 0.704, p = 0.0239), for all women with T1DM (that, ≥ 6.8%; p = 0.0239), and among all women with T2DM without CH (that, ≥ 7.2%; AUC = 0.706, p = 0.0864), respectively. Moreover, there were no relations between insulin dosage during the first trimester and incidences of HDP among all 135 women or among the 45 women with T1DM. However, among the 90 women with T2DM without CH, there was a relation between insulin dosage during the first trimester and incidences of HDP (cutoff value of insulin dosage before pregnancy was 0 IU/day; AUC = 0.664, p = 0.0064).

The relations between incidence of HDP and HbA1c values during first trimester, therapy for DM before pregnancy and at delivery are shown in [Fig 2](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}.

![Differences in the incidence of HDP among women with HbA1c values above or below cutoffs during first trimester and between women who did or did not receive therapy for diabetes mellitus before pregnancy and at delivery.\
(A) Among women with T1DM, the differences in incidence of HDP among women with HbA1c values above or below the cutoff during the first trimester. (B) Among women with T2DM without CH, the differences in incidence of HDP among women with HbA1c values above or below the cutoff during the first trimester. (C) Among women with T1DM, the differences in incidence of HDP among women who did or did not receive therapy for diabetes mellitus before pregnancy. (D) Among women with T2DM without CH, the differences in incidence of HDP among women who did or did not receive therapy for diabetes mellitus before pregnancy. (E) Among women with T1DM, the differences in incidence of HDP among women with insulin dosage at delivery for diabetes mellitus above or below the cutoff. (F) Among women with T2DM without CH, the differences in the incidence of HDP among women with insulin dosage at delivery for diabetes mellitus above or below the cutoff. Abbreviations: HDP; hypertension disorder of pregnancy, HbA1c; hemoglobin A1c, T1DM, type 1 diabetes mellitus; T2DM without CH, type 2 diabetes mellitus but without chronic hypertension; CI, confidence interval; OR, odds ratio; Ref, reference.](pone.0230488.g002){#pone.0230488.g002}

Among women with T1DM, HDP occurred significantly more among women with HbA1c values before pregnancy or at first trimester ≥ 6.8% (33.3%) than among those with HbA1c values \< 6.8% (5.6%; p = 0.0343, [Fig 2A](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}). However, among women with HbA1c levels ≥ 6.8%, the odds ratio for HDP was 8.50 (95% CI, 0.97--74.4, [Fig 2A](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}). Among women with T2DM without CH, the frequency of HDP was significantly higher among women with HbA1c values before pregnancy or at first trimester ≥ 7.2% (33.3%) than that among those with HbA1c values \< 7.2% (5.6%; p = 0.0009, [Fig 2B](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}). Among women with HbA1c values ≥ 7.2%, the odds ratio was 8.50 (95% CI, 2.19--33.0, [Fig 2B](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}). Among women with T1DM, the frequency of HDP among those who did not receive therapy for DM before pregnancy was similar to that among those who did ([Fig 2C](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}). However, among women with T1DM and T2DM without CH, the frequency of HDP was higher among those who did not receive therapy for DM before pregnancy than that among those who did. In particular, among women with T2DM without CH, the frequency of HDP was significantly higher among women who did not receive therapy for T2DM without CH before pregnancy (23.3%) than that among those who did (3.3%; p = 0.0168, [Fig 2D](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}). The odds ratio for HDP among women who received therapy for T2DM without CH before pregnancy was 8.83 (95% CI, 1.10 to 70.7, [Fig 2D](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}).

We considered the relation between the incidences of HDP and glycemic control at delivery among 135 women (45 with T1DM and 90 with T2DM without CH). According to the ROC curves, no relation was observed between insulin dosages at delivery and HDP incidences for any of the 135 women (cutoff value of insulin dosage at delivery, ≥ 80 IU/L; p = 0.0866). However, we found a relation between insulin dosages at delivery and HDP incidences for all women with T1DM (dosage ≥ 42 IU/L; AUC = 0.671, p = 0.0361), and among all women with T2DM without CH (dosage, ≥80 IU/L; AUC = 0.690, p = 0.0124), respectively. Among women with T1DM, HDP frequencies were similar between women who received therapy with insulin dosages ≥ 40 IU/L for T1DM at delivery (16.7%) and those who received therapy with insulin dosages \< 40 IU/L for T1DM at delivery (9.7%, [Fig 2E](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}). In particular, among women with T2DM without CH, HDP frequency was significantly higher among women who received therapy with insulin dosages ≥ 80 IU/L for T2DM without CH at delivery (44.4%) than among those who received therapy with insulin dosages \< 80 IU/L for T2DM without CH at delivery (9.7%; p = 0.0016, [Fig 2F](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}). The odds ratio for HDP among women who received therapy with insulin dosages ≥ 80 IU/L for T2DM without CH at delivery was 7.43 (95% CI, 2.21--25.0, [Fig 2F](#pone.0230488.g002){ref-type="fig"}).

Relationships between incidences of HDP according to glycemic control and birthweight or placental weight {#sec016}
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Relationships between fetal weight, placental weight, and insulin dosage before pregnancy and at delivery among women with HDP or CH were shown in [Fig 3](#pone.0230488.g003){ref-type="fig"}.

![Relationships between fetal weight, placental weight, and insulin dosage before pregnancy and at delivery among women with HDP or CH.\
(A) Insulin dosage before pregnancy/fetal weight ratios. (B) Insulin dosage before pregnancy/placental weight ratios. (C) Insulin dosage at delivery/fetal weight ratios. (D) Insulin dosage at delivery/placental weight ratios. Abbreviations: HDP; hypertension disorder of pregnancy, Non; without hypertension disorder of pregnancy, CH; chronic hypertension. ^a^ p \< 0.05 versus women with T1DM, ^b^ p \< 0.05 versus women with T1DM, and ^c^ p \< 0.05 versus women without HDP among women with T2DM.](pone.0230488.g003){#pone.0230488.g003}

The insulin dosage before pregnancy by birthweight ratio in the T1DM+HDP group was higher than in the T2DM group (p = 0.0009 against those in the T2DM+HDP group; p = 0.0031 against those in the T2DM alone group, and p = 0.0194 against those in the T2DM+CH group; see [Fig 3A](#pone.0230488.g003){ref-type="fig"}). The same ratio in the T1DM group was higher than that in the T2DM group (p \< 0.0001 against that in the T2DM+HDP group, p \< 0.0001 against that in the T2DM alone group, and p = 0.0002 against that in the T2DM+CH group; see [Fig 3A](#pone.0230488.g003){ref-type="fig"}). Moreover, the insulin dosage before pregnancy by placental weight ratio in the T1DM+HDP group was higher than that in the T2DM group (p = 0.0002 against that in the T2DM+HDP group, p = 0.0007 against that in the T2DM alone group, and p = 0.0059 against that in the T2DM+CH group; see [Fig 3B](#pone.0230488.g003){ref-type="fig"}). In addition, the ratio in the T1DM alone group was higher than that in T2DM group (p \< 0.0001 against that in the T2DM+HDP group, p \< 0.0001 against that in the T2DM alone group, and p \< 0.0001 against that in the T2DM+CH group; see [Fig 3B](#pone.0230488.g003){ref-type="fig"}).

The insulin dosage at delivery by birthweight ratio in the T2DM+CH group was higher than that in the T2DM alone group (p = 0.0006), that in the T1DM+HDP group (p = 0.0014), and that in the T1DM alone group (p = 0.0002; [Fig 3C](#pone.0230488.g003){ref-type="fig"}). The insulin dosage at delivery by birthweight ratio in the T2DM+HDP group was higher than that in the T2DM+CH group (p = 0.0181), that in the T1DM+HDP group (p = 0.0329), and that in the T1DM alone group (p = 0.0045) ([Fig 3C](#pone.0230488.g003){ref-type="fig"}). Moreover, the insulin dosage at delivery by placental weight ratio in the T2DM+HDP group was higher than that in the T2DM alone group (p = 0.0011), that in the T1DM + HDP group (p = 0.0033), and that in the T1DM alone group (p = 0.0003; [Fig 3D](#pone.0230488.g003){ref-type="fig"}).

Relationship between incidences of HDP or FGR according to glycemic control and placental weight {#sec017}
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The frequency of FGR in the T1DM+HDP group (0.0%) was similar to that in T1DM group (2.9%); however, those of women with both T2DM+HDP group (33.3%) were higher than those of women with T2DM alone group (5.3%, p = 0.0057, respectively). Among women with HDP, the odds ratio for FGR was 8.88 (95% CI, 2.04--38.7).

We considered the relationship between incidences of FGR and placenta weight, glycemic control among women with T2DM in [Fig 4](#pone.0230488.g004){ref-type="fig"}.

![Relationship between incidences of HDP and FGR according to glycemic control and placenta weight among women with T2DM.\
(A) Placenta weight. (B) HbA1c at first trimester. (C) Insulin dosage before pregnancy. (D) Insulin dosage at delivery. Abbreviations: HDP; hypertension disorder of pregnancy, FGR; fetal growth restriction, T2DM; type 2 diabetes mellitus, HbA1c; hemoglobin A1c, Non; without fetal growth restriction, Non-HDP; without hypertension disorder of pregnancy, CH; chronic hypertension.](pone.0230488.g004){#pone.0230488.g004}

Placenta weights SD of mothers of infants with FGR were significantly lower than those of mothers of infants without FGR in the T2DM+HDP group (−1.70 ± 0.70 *versus* 0.96 ± 1.24, p = 0.0007), and in the T2DM+CH group (−1.45 ± 0.96 versus 0.58 ± 1.16, p = 0.0114) ([Fig 4A](#pone.0230488.g004){ref-type="fig"}). HbA1c levels during the first trimester and at delivery were similar between mothers of infants with FGR and mothers of infants without FGR and between women with HDP and those without HDP ([Fig 4B](#pone.0230488.g004){ref-type="fig"}). In the T2DM alone group, the insulin dosages during the first trimester were higher for mothers of infants without FGR (10.1 ± 18.4 U/day) than those for mothers of infants with FGR (0.0 ± 0.0 U/day; p \< 0.0001), but first-trimester insulin dosages for mothers of infants without FGR (1.2 ± 3.8 U/day) were similar to those for mothers of infants with FGR (0.0 ± 0.0 U/day) ([Fig 4C](#pone.0230488.g004){ref-type="fig"}). The insulin dosages at delivery for women with HDP only (121 ± 58.3 U/day) were higher than those for women with both HDP and FGR (37.8 ± 21.7 U/day; p = 0.0016), and those for women without both diseases (57.9 ± 43.4 U/day) were higher than those for mothers of infants with FGR but without HDP (32.0 ± 14.8 U/day; p = 0.0257) ([Fig 4D](#pone.0230488.g004){ref-type="fig"}). However, among women who did not receive therapy for T2DM before pregnancy, the frequency of FGR was 0.0%, whereas in the T2DM+HDP group who did receive therapy, the frequency of FGR was 35.7%. In the T2DM alone group who received therapy, the frequency of FGR was 8.7%. Moreover, in the T2DM+CH group, insulin dosages at delivery for women without FGR were similar to those with FGR (71.6 ± 48.9 U/day versus 29.3 ± 5.5 U/day).

Relationship between glycemic control and FGR in women with DM and/or HDP according to multivariate analysis results {#sec018}
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

[Table 2](#pone.0230488.t002){ref-type="table"} shows the predictors of HDP, FGR, and HDP+FGR identified using multivariate analysis with the following variables: primipara or multipara (≥ 35 years or \< 35 years), BMI before pregnancy (≥ 25 or \< 25), presence or absence of diabetic nephropathy, treatment or no treatment before pregnancy, HbA1c levels before pregnancy or at first trimester (≥ 6.8% or \< 6.8% in women with T1DM, ≥ 7.2% or \< 7.2% in women with T2DM without CH), presence or absence of HDP, insulin dosage at delivery (≥ 42 IU/L or \< 42 IU/L for predicting HDP in women with T1DM, ≥ 80 IU/L or \<80 IU/L for predicting HDP in women with T2DM without CH, ≥ 50 IU/L or \< 50 IU/L for predicting FGR in women with T2DM without CH, and ≥ 33 IU/L or \< 33 IU/L for predicting FGR in women with T2DM+CH).

10.1371/journal.pone.0230488.t002

###### The predictors of the incidences of HDP and/or FGR among women with T1DM or T2DM without CH.

![](pone.0230488.t002){#pone.0230488.t002g}

                                                             Odds ratio   95% CI       Sensitivity   Specificity   PPV     NPV     Univariate analysis P value   Multivariate analysis P value
  ---------------------------------------------------------- ------------ ------------ ------------- ------------- ------- ------- ----------------------------- -------------------------------
  ***Incidences of HDP among women with T1DM***                                                                                                                  
  Present of diabetic nephropathy                            11.0         1.63--74.1   0.667         0.846         0.400   0.943   0.0164                        0.0105
  HbA1c levels at first trimester ≥ 6.4%                     8.50         0.97--74.4   0.900         0.496         0.333   0.944   0.0343                        
  ***Incidences of HDP among women with T2DM without CH***                                                                                                       
  HbA1c levels at first trimester ≥ 7.2%                     8.50         2.19--33.0   0.800         0.680         0.333   0.944   0.0009                        0.0009
  Without treatment before pregnancy                         8.83         1.10--70.7   0.933         0.387         0.233   0.967   0.0168                        
  Insulin dosage at delivery ≥ 80 U/day                      7.43         2.21--25.0   0.533         0.867         0.444   0.903   0.0016                        
  ***Incidences of FGR among women with T2DM without CH***                                                                                                       
  Without treatment before pregnancy                         340          19.0--6077   1.00          0.769         0.850   1.00    0.0266                        
  Insulin dosage at delivery ≥ 50 U/day                      12.3         1.46--103    0.889         0.605         0.200   0.980   0.0274                        0.0297
  Incidences of HDP                                          8.88         2.04--38.7   0.556         0.877         0.333   0.947   0.0057                        0.0116
  ***Incidences of FGR among women with T2DM+CH***                                                                                                               
  Insulin dosage at delivery ≥ 33 U/day                      42.0         1.49--1186   1.00          0.875         0.600   1.00    0.0274                        

T1DM, type 1 diabetes mellitus; T2DM, type 2 diabetes mellitus; HDP, hypertension disorder of pregnancy; CH, chronic hypertension; FGR, fetal growth restriction; HbA1c, hemoglobin A1c; SD, standard deviation; CI, confidence interval; PPV, positive predictive value; NPV, negative predictive value

The predictors of HDP incidence included the presence of diabetic nephropathy in women with T1DM (p = 0.0105) and HbA1c levels before pregnancy or at first trimester ≥ 7.2% in women with T2DM without CH (p = 0.0009). Furthermore, the independent predictors of FGR in women with T2DM without CH were insulin dosage at delivery ≥ 50 U/day (p = 0.0297) and the HDP incidence (p = 0.0116). The predictor of FGR among women with T2DM+CH was insulin dosage at delivery ≥ 33 U/day only according to univariate analysis (p = 0.0274).

We found no predictors of the incidence of HDP+FGR in women with T2DM+CH by multivariate analysis. However, according to ROC curves, a correlation between placental weight SD and the incidence of HDP+FGR was noted for all 90 women with T2DM without CH (cutoff value of placental weight SD, −6.9; AUC = 0.960; p \< 0.0001). Among the women with T2DM without CH, HDP+FGR occurred significantly more often in those with placental weight SDs \< −6.9 (5/17, 29.4%) than in those with placental weight SDs ≥ −0.69 (0/73, 0.0%; p = 0.0001). Therefore, among the women with placental weight SDs \< −6.9, the odds ratio for the incidence of HDP+FGR was 60.8 (95% CI, 3.12--1186). Furthermore, according to the ROC curves, we found a relationship between placental weight SD and the incidence of FGR (with or without HDP) for all 90 women with T2DM without CH (cutoff value of placental weight SD, −6.9; AUC = 0.881; P \< 0.0001). Among women with placental weight SDs \< −6.9, the odds ratio for HDP + FGR was 64.0 (95% CI, 7.15--673).

Discussion {#sec019}
==========

The findings of this study emphasized the following five points. First, no women with T1DM had CH; however, 17.4% of women with T2DM did have CH. The frequency of HDP among women with T1DM (22.2%) was similar to that among those with T2DM but without CH (16.7%). Second, the frequency of FGR among women with T1DM and HDP was similar to that among those with T1DM but without HDP, however the frequency of women with HDP was approximately nine-fold higher among women with T2DM and HDP than that among women with T2DM but without HDP. Third, among women with T2DM but without CH, the incidence of HDP was approximately eightfold higher among women with HbA1c levels ≥ 7.2% that among those with HbA1c levels \< 7.2%. Fourth, among women with both T2DM and HDP or CH, mothers of infants with FGR had a significantly lighter placenta and a significantly higher insulin dosage at delivery. Fifth, using multivariate analysis, the predictors of incidence of HDP were the presence of diabetic nephropathy among women with T1DM and HbA1c before pregnancy ≥ 7.2% among those with T2DM without CH; furthermore, the predictors of incidences of FGR among women with T2DM without CH were insulin dosage at delivery ≥ 50 U/day and the incidences of HDP, independently.

To our knowledge, this is the first study to demonstrate the relationship between DM and incidences of HDP in relation to birthweight SD, placenta weight and HbA1c level during the first trimester and in relation to insulin dosage before pregnancy.

We hypothesize that the FGR induced by HDP might "offset" fetal overweight (macrosomia or heavy-for-dates infants) induced by DM ([Fig 1](#pone.0230488.g001){ref-type="fig"}).

In another study, older maternal age, obesity, and/or vascular diseases were determined as risk factors of preeclampsia. \[[@pone.0230488.ref028]\] In the other study, not all pregnant women with obesity developed preeclampsia; however, those with the most metabolic anomalies had the highest incidence of preeclampsia. \[[@pone.0230488.ref029]\] Furthermore, the study reported that metabolic anomalies, such as increased circulating leptin, glucose, insulin, and lipids, were said to mostly likely increase the risk of preeclampsia in women with obesity and that these factors potentiate the antiangiogenic and proinflammatory mechanisms of placental ischemia-induced vascular dysfunction to increase the incidence of preeclampsia. \[[@pone.0230488.ref029]\] In the present study, the incidence of HDP or CH was significantly higher in women with obesity than in those without obesity among all women with T2DM (37.2% versus 16.1%, p = 0.0396). However, the incidence of HDP in women with obesity (BMI before pregnancy ≥ 25.0) was similar to that in women without obesity among the women with T1DM and among the women with T2DM without CH. In another study, multiple logistic regression analyses of pregnancy outcome among Japanese women with T1DM and T2DM revealed that the incidence of HDP (gestational hypertension or preeclampsia) and preeclampsia among women with T1DM (11.1% and 8.7%, respectively) were similar to those among women with T2DM (13.3% and 12.1%, respectively). The incidences of macrosomia, light-for-dates, and small for dates among infants of women with T1DM (4.6%, 30.2%, and 11.7%, respectively) were similar to those among women with T2DM (5.0%, 32.8%, and 15.7%, respectively) \[[@pone.0230488.ref030]\]. In the present study, the mean birth weight among women with T1DM was significantly higher than that among those with T2DM; however, the incidence of FGR and the mean birth weight SD among women with T1DM were similar to that among women with T2DM.

Microvascular diseases including diabetic nephropathy are associated with high incidences of HDP, preeclampsia, and low birth weight \[[@pone.0230488.ref031]\]. In a previous study, the presence of diabetic vasculopathy and higher HbA1c and triglycerides levels in all three trimesters were associated with preeclampsia among women with T1DM \[[@pone.0230488.ref008]\]. In another study of 43 pregnant women with previous DM, 11 women with diabetic nephropathy exhibited higher incidences of CH (72.7% versus 21.9%, p = 0.004) and preeclampsia (63.6% versus 6.3%, p = 0.0003) and lower GW at delivery (36 weeks versus 38 weeks, p = 0.003) than 32 women without diabetic nephropathy \[[@pone.0230488.ref032]\]. In the present study, among the women with T1DM, the frequency of T1DM + HDP among women (n = 4, 66.7%) with diabetic nephropathy was significantly higher than that among their counterparts (n = 6, 15.4%; p = 0.0164). However, we could not assess the relationship between HDP and FGR among women with both T1DM and diabetic nephropathy because no woman with T1DM presented with both HDP and FGR. Among women with T2DM, the frequency of T2DM + HDP was similar between women with and without diabetic nephropathy (33.3% versus 11.3%); furthermore, the frequencies of women with T2DM + HDP or CH were similar (50.0% versus 28.9%). A recent review determined that it is also critical to screen for and manage retinopathy and nephropathy, and blood pressure goals must be considered carefully because lower treatment thresholds may be required for women with nephropathy \[[@pone.0230488.ref002]\].

CH occurs in up to 5% of pregnancies, and pregnancies complicated by CH are at risk for increased FGR and perinatal death \[[@pone.0230488.ref033]\]. In the previous cohort, T1DM, previous preeclampsia, and CH were strong risk factors for severe and preterm preeclampsia, and T1DM without other risk factors increased the risk of preterm preeclampsia, but not term preeclampsia \[[@pone.0230488.ref034]\]. In a retrospective study of women with CH, the fetal size curves determined via ultrasonography were not different from population standards, whereas there was an excess of both light-for-dates and heavy-for-dates infants. \[[@pone.0230488.ref035]\] In another study, lower plasma glucose levels at 1-h of a 50-g glucose challenge test at 24--28 GW was associated with a higher rate of light-for-dates among infants of the women with CH, and the rate of small for dates among infants of women with both CH and high plasma glucose levels was similar to that among infants of pregnant women without CH but with high plasma glucose levels. \[[@pone.0230488.ref036]\] Thus, among pregnant women with CH, DM could not offset FGR. The treatment of DM before pregnancy could undoubtedly prevent CH among women with DM. Preconception planning is very important to avoid unintended pregnancies and to minimize risk of congenital defects.

In the present study, 33.3% of women with T2DM+HDP had infants with FGR, and 55.6% of women with T2DM without CH who had infants with FGR had HDP. According to the previously mentioned two-stage model of preeclampsia, \[[@pone.0230488.ref012]\] these relationships were not surprising. However, these relationships were not found among women with T1DM. Among women with T1DM, HbA1c levels both during the first trimester and at delivery in women with HDP were significantly higher than those in women without HDP. Thus, DM with poor control might offset HDP-induced FGR.

The management of T1DM of pregnant women is important both before and during pregnancy. A recent review of women with T1DM indicated that preconception planning is extremely important for avoiding unintended pregnancies and minimizing the risk of fetal congenital abnormalities. The target HbA1c levels are \<6.5% at conception and \<6.0% during pregnancy. During pregnancy, continuous glucose monitoring can improve glycemic control and neonatal outcomes in women with T1DM \[[@pone.0230488.ref002]\]. Another review of pregnant women with T1DM indicated that the goals of preconception care are tight glycemic control with an HbA1c level of \<7.0% and as close to 6.0% as possible, and the target HbA1c level during pregnancy is \<6.0%. In addition, the data regarding continuous glucose monitoring is conflicting regarding the improvement of glycemic control \[[@pone.0230488.ref037]\]. However, in previous reviews, despite significant reductions in serious adverse perinatal outcomes for women with T1DM during pregnancy, the opposite effect was observed on fetal overgrowth and associated complications. Pregnant women with T1DM who seemingly achieve adequate glycemic control during pregnancy often exhibit strongly fluctuating glycemic variability and sometimes continue to experience a greater risk of excess fetal growth, leading to heavy-for-dates infants and macrosomia \[[@pone.0230488.ref038]\]. Thus, several key points in the management of T1DM during pregnancy remain to be clarified. In Japan, the goals of DM management (T1DM and T2DM) before and during pregnancy focus on maintaining the targeted plasma glucose levels (\<100 mg/dL before meals and \<120 mg/dL after meals) opposed to maintaining the targeted HbA1c levels (\<6.2% and as close to 6.0% as possible) \[[@pone.0230488.ref024]\]. In the present study, the frequencies of HbA1c levels \<6.2% at delivery were higher than those before pregnancy among 45 women with T1DM (13.3% versus 27.5%, p = 0.0446) and 109 women with T2DM (33.3% versus 56.9%, p \< 0.0001). However, the frequency of HbA1c levels \<6.2% at delivery was higher among women with T2DM than among women with T1DM (p = 0.0126). The management of T1DM during pregnancy is a difficult future task.

In a retrospective cohort study of 375 singleton pregnant women with T1DM \[[@pone.0230488.ref039]\], the median HbA1c levels in the first, second, and third trimesters among 85 women (22.7%) with macrosomic infants were 6.4, 5.7, and 5.6%, respectively. There was a linear relationship between third-trimester HbA1c levels and macrosomia risk in the HbA1c range of 4.5%--7.0%. Macrosomia in infants born to women with T1DM was common despite excellent metabolic control. Conversely, in a retrospective chart review study of 308 singleton pregnancies in 221 women with T1DM and 87 women with T2DM, the rates of light-for-dates infants were 50% among women with T1DM and 23% among women with T2DM, and second-semester HbA1c levels among women with T1DM represented a risk factor for light-for-dates infants in a multivariable regression model \[[@pone.0230488.ref040]\].

In a retrospective observational study of 77 singleton pregnant women with T1DM in Japan \[[@pone.0230488.ref041]\], the insulin dosage gradually increased during pregnancy, reaching a maximum dosage at 35 GW that was 1.6fold higher than that prior to pregnancy. A significant negative correlation was observed between the insulin dosage increase and the duration of DM via multiple regression analyses. Women with a longer duration of DM required smaller increases of the insulin dosage during pregnancy, suggesting that a long duration of DM may decrease placental function. In another retrospective cohort study of 222 pregnant women with DM \[[@pone.0230488.ref042]\], women with T1DM (n = 67) required a significant higher insulin dosage in the first and second trimesters than those with T2DM (n = 155), but the insulin dosage in late pregnancy was similar between women with T1DM and T2DM. Women with T2DM required significantly greater increases in insulin dosage per trimester than those with T1DM. Women with T1DM, but not those with T2DM, had a significant decrease in the insulin dosage.

In a previous study, a composite neonatal outcome consisting of one or more early complications (respiratory distress, necrotizing enterocolitis, sepsis, transfusion, ventilation, seizure, hypoxic-ischemic encephalopathy, phototherapy, or death) was worse in women with hypertensive FGR than in those with normotensive FGR (50% versus 16%, p \< 0.001), and a higher rate of maternal placental vascular lesions was detected in women with hypertensive FGR than in those with normotensive FGR (82% versus 58%, p \< 0.001) \[[@pone.0230488.ref043]\].

The placenta plays a key role in sustaining fetal growth and development, and poorly controlled DM or pronounced obesity may exceed the placental homeostatic capacity, which has potentially adverse consequences for the fetus \[[@pone.0230488.ref044]\]. In a previous retrospective cohort of 302 pregnancies in women with T1DM, there was a significant positive association between placental weight and the risk for light-for-dates infants, which was particularly evident in pregnancies featuring poor glycemic control during the first trimester (especially first-trimester HbA1c levels  ≥8.5%), highlighting the importance of achieving good glycemic control during early pregnancy \[[@pone.0230488.ref045]\]. Compared with the findings in women without preeclampsia, early-onset preeclampsia had significant associations with a lower weight, length, and width of the placenta independent of the duration of gestation and birth weight \[[@pone.0230488.ref046]\]. In pregnant women with DM and HDP, fetal growth might be determined by the balance between the increased blood glucose supply from the mother to their fetus via the heavier placenta according to the hyperglycemia--hyperinsulinemia theory \[[@pone.0230488.ref005]\] and the decreased blood glucose supply due to placental dysfunction in women with HDP according to the two-stage model for HDP \[[@pone.0230488.ref012]\].

Low-dose aspirin therapy has been used during pregnancy, most commonly to prevent or delay the onset of preeclampsia. Low-dose aspirin reduces thromboxane production. Low-dose aspirin therapy from 11 to 14 GW until 36 GW decreased the incidence of preterm preeclampsia among pregnant women with a high risk of recurrent preterm preeclampsia comparison with the findings for placebo \[[@pone.0230488.ref047]\]. The American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists issued the Hypertension in Pregnancy Task Force Report recommending daily low-dose aspirin beginning in the late first trimester for women with a history of early-onset preeclampsia and preterm delivery at less than 34 GW and for women with more than one prior pregnancy complicated by preeclampsia \[[@pone.0230488.ref048]\]. Abnormal placentation resulting in poor placental perfusion (i.e., placental insufficiency) is the most common pathology associated with FGR \[[@pone.0230488.ref049]\]. Thus, low-dose aspirin prophylaxis for preventing recurrent FGR is similarly not currently recommended for women without other risk factors for preeclampsia because of insufficient evidence in women with an isolated history of FGR. However, in women at risk of preeclampsia, prophylaxis with low-dose aspirin (particularly when initiated less than 16 GW) may reduce the risk of FGR \[[@pone.0230488.ref048]\]. In a recent review article, low-dose aspirin was recommended soon after 12 GW to minimize the risk of preeclampsia in women with T1DM \[[@pone.0230488.ref002]\]. Some obstetricians indicated that pregnancies complicated by T1DM and T2DM increase the risk of these complications, which are largely attributed to placental dysfunction. The study of the role of low-dose aspirin therapy in preventing preeclampsia that included a subgroup of pregnant women with preexisting DM failed to demonstrate a benefit among women with preexisting DM, and the women were all recruited in the second trimester \[[@pone.0230488.ref050]\]. In a recent phase III double-blinded, placebo-controlled randomized multicenter clinical trial conducted in Ireland, researchers examined the effect of low-dose aspirin therapy from the first trimester until 36 GW on perinatal outcome in women with established pre-pregnancy DM, hypothesizing that aspirin therapy will reduce complications mediated by placental dysfunction and improve perinatal outcomes \[[@pone.0230488.ref051]\]. Low-dose aspirin therapy to prevent the onset of preeclampsia in pregnant women with DM might decrease the onset of FGR as a second-order effect.

This study also had two limitations. First, the number of patients was small. In particular, the number of women with HDP+FGR among those with T1DM was very small. Second, it was a retrospective cohort study without a control group. Further research with future prospective case--control studies or prospective randomized studies is therefore required.

In the resent review article, the authors described that advances have been made in their understanding of the pathophysiology and clinical management of preeclampsia, but several research questions remain. \[[@pone.0230488.ref052]\] Furthermore, the condition of DM in pregnancy is similar to preeclampsia.

Conclusions {#sec020}
===========

Poor control of DM is linked to HDP and FGR. The insufficient treatment of DM before pregnancy increases the risk of HDP. Mothers of infants with FGR might have a remarkably lighter placenta and a considerably higher insulin dosage at delivery than expected because of the placental dysfunction caused by HDP.

Supporting information {#sec021}
======================

###### Women with DM data.

(XLSX)

###### 

Click here for additional data file.
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Kind regards,

Frank T. Spradley

Academic Editor
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1.   Please ensure that your manuscript meets PLOS ONE\'s style requirements, including those for file naming. The PLOS ONE style templates can be found at <http://www.plosone.org/attachments/PLOSOne_formatting_sample_main_body.pdf> and <http://www.plosone.org/attachments/PLOSOne_formatting_sample_title_authors_affiliations.pdf>

2\. Please provide additional details regarding participant consent. In the ethics statement in the Methods and online submission information, please ensure that you have specified what type of consent you obtained (for instance, written or verbal). If your study included minors under age 18, state whether you obtained consent from parents or guardians. If the need for consent was waived by the ethics committee, please include this information.

3\. Thank you for stating the following in the Acknowledgments Section of your manuscript:

\"First authors received funding from Suzuki Diabetes Foundation (Tokyo, Japan) to publish this article (for the English language reviewing charge and article processing charge).\"

We note that you have provided funding information that is not currently declared in your Funding Statement. However, funding information should not appear in the Acknowledgments section or other areas of your manuscript. We will only publish funding information present in the Funding Statement section of the online submission form.

Please remove any funding-related text from the manuscript and let us know how you would like to update your Funding Statement. Currently, your Funding Statement reads as follows: \"No\"
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Please complete your Competing Interests on the online submission form to state any Competing Interests. If you have no competing interests, please state \"The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.\", as detailed online in our guide for authors at <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submit-now>

This information should be included in your cover letter; we will change the online submission form on your behalf.

5\. In your Data Availability statement, you have not specified where the minimal data set underlying the results described in your manuscript can be found. PLOS defines a study\'s minimal data set as the underlying data used to reach the conclusions drawn in the manuscript and any additional data required to replicate the reported study findings in their entirety. All PLOS journals require that the minimal data set be made fully available. For more information about our data policy, please see <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/data-availability>.

Upon re-submitting your revised manuscript, please upload your study's minimal underlying data set as either Supporting Information files or to a stable, public repository and include the relevant URLs, DOIs, or accession numbers within your revised cover letter. For a list of acceptable repositories, please see <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/data-availability#loc-recommended-repositories>. Any potentially identifying patient information must be fully anonymized.
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**Comments to the Author**

1\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

2\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: No

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

5\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: Mamoru Morikawa et al tried to clarify the To clarify the relationship between glycemic control and fetal growth restriction (FGR) in women with diabetes mellitus (DM) and/or hypertensive disorder of pregnancy in this study. The following changes shall be made for further clarity.

1\. Mandatory -Extensive English language edition is must and the paper should be prepared as per the journal instruction.

2\. The title of the manuscript should be amended. What is the meaning of \"both diabetes mellitus\" and it is not a scientific word.

3\. Abstract -Background of the study should be included and Methods section should be improved.

4\. Introduction -This section is poorly presented.

5\. Materials and Methods: Study design and inclusion and exclusion criteria of the study should be included (In a separate section

6\. Discussion: More scientific evidences should be included

6\. Conclusions should be rephrased.

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: No

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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We thank you for your constructive suggestions, which have helped us to improve our manuscript. We have revised the text accordingly and the modifications are indicated in blue. Our point-by-point responses to the reviewer comments have been provided.

PONE-D-19-34650

Glycemic control and fetal growth of women with both diabetes mellitus and hypertensive disorders of pregnancy

PLOS ONE

Dear Dr Morikawa,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.

Response: Thank you for your consideration.

SPECIFIC ACADEMIC EDITOR COMMENTS. There were several major concerns raised by the reviewer that must be addressed. These relate to the need for extensive editing of English grammar and syntax; the abstract and introduction need to be significantly revised to provide more appropriate rationale/background information; the methods need to be strengthened; and the discussion needs to better present the current findings in relationship to more discussion of the published literature.

Response: We have revised the text per your remarks and modifications are indicated in blue. Our point-by-point responses to the reviewer comments have been provided.

We would appreciate receiving your revised manuscript by Mar 06 2020 11:59PM. When you are ready to submit your revision, log on to <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/> and select the \'Submissions Needing Revision\' folder to locate your manuscript file.

If you would like to make changes to your financial disclosure, please include your updated statement in your cover letter.

To enhance the reproducibility of your results, we recommend that if applicable you deposit your laboratory protocols in protocols.io, where a protocol can be assigned its own identifier (DOI) such that it can be cited independently in the future. For instructions see: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submission-guidelines#loc-laboratory-protocols>

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

• A rebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). This letter should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Response to Reviewers\'.

• A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes\'.

• An unmarked version of your revised paper without tracked changes. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Manuscript\'.

Response: We have submitted the "Response to Reviewers," "Revised Manuscript with Track Changes," and "Manuscript" files according to your comment.

Please note while forming your response, if your article is accepted, you may have the opportunity to make the peer review history publicly available. The record will include editor decision letters (with reviews) and your responses to reviewer comments. If eligible, we will contact you to opt in or out.

Response: Tthank you for the comments.

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Response: We appreciate your comments.

Kind regards,

Frank T. Spradley

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

Journal requirements:

When submitting your revision, we need you to address these additional requirements:

1\. Please ensure that your manuscript meets PLOS ONE\'s style requirements, including those for file naming. The PLOS ONE style templates can be found at <http://www.plosone.org/attachments/PLOSOne_formatting_sample_main_body.pdf>

and <http://www.plosone.org/attachments/PLOSOne_formatting_sample_title_authors_affiliations.pdf>

Response: Accordingly, we have edited it according to the PLOS ONE style templates.

2\. Please provide additional details regarding participant consent. In the ethics statement in the Methods and online submission information, please ensure that you have specified what type of consent you obtained (for instance, written or verbal). If your study included minors under age 18, state whether you obtained consent from parents or guardians. If the need for consent was waived by the ethics committee, please include this information.

Response:

We have added ethical approval information in the Materials and methods as follows:

All women provided verbal informed consent to participate in the study. The information of this clinical study is released to the public via the website of Hokkaido University Hospital according to the recommendations of the Ministry of Health, Labor, and Welfare (Japan).

Fortunately, all 154 women were at least 20 years old at the time of delivery.

3\. Thank you for stating the following in the Acknowledgments Section of your manuscript:

\"First authors received funding from Suzuki Diabetes Foundation (Tokyo, Japan) to publish this article (for the English language reviewing charge and article processing charge).\"

We note that you have provided funding information that is not currently declared in your Funding Statement. However, funding information should not appear in the Acknowledgments section or other areas of your manuscript. We will only publish funding information present in the Funding Statement section of the online submission form.

Please remove any funding-related text from the manuscript and let us know how you would like to update your Funding Statement. Currently, your Funding Statement reads as follows: \"No\"

Response: We apologize for our error. We have edited the text according to your suggestion. We have removed our "Funding Statement" from the Acknowledgments section and uploaded it to the online submission form.

4\. Thank you for stating the following in your Competing Interests section: \"No\"

Please complete your Competing Interests on the online submission form to state any Competing Interests. If you have no competing interests, please state \"The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.\", as detailed online in our guide for authors at <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submit-now>

This information should be included in your cover letter; we will change the online submission form on your behalf.

Response: We have added the following statement in our revised cover letter: "The authors have declared that no competing interests exist." In addition, we have updated the online submission form accordingly.

5\. In your Data Availability statement, you have not specified where the minimal data set underlying the results described in your manuscript can be found. PLOS defines a study\'s minimal data set as the underlying data used to reach the conclusions drawn in the manuscript and any additional data required to replicate the reported study findings in their entirety. All PLOS journals require that the minimal data set be made fully available. For more information about our data policy, please see <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/data-availability>.

Upon re-submitting your revised manuscript, please upload your study's minimal underlying data set as either Supporting Information files or to a stable, public repository and include the relevant URLs, DOIs, or accession numbers within your revised cover letter. For a list of acceptable repositories, please see <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/data-availability#loc-recommended-repositories>. Any potentially identifying patient information must be fully anonymized.

Response: We could not obtain DOIs. We have uploaded our data set and also added the data set in the revised cover letter and revised manuscript.

Supporting information

S1 File. Women with DM data. Data set (XLSX).

Important: If there are ethical or legal restrictions to sharing your data publicly, please explain these restrictions in detail. Please see our guidelines for more information on what we consider unacceptable restrictions to publicly sharing data: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/data-availability#loc-unacceptable-data-access-restrictions>. Note that it is not acceptable for the authors to be the sole named individuals responsible for ensuring data access.

We will update your Data Availability statement to reflect the information you provide in your cover letter.

Response: We have no ethical or legal restrictions to share our data publicly. We have added our Data Availability statement in the revised cover letter per your suggestion.

(Note: HTML markup is below. Please do not edit)

Reviewers\' comments:

Reviewer\'s Responses to Questions

Comments to the Author

1\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Response: Thank you for the comments.

2\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Response: Thank you for the comments.

3\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The PLOS Data policy requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Response: Thank you for the comments.

4\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: No

Response: Our revised manuscript has been submitted for English language review to Enago (www.enago.jp).

5\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: Mamoru Morikawa et al tried to clarify the To clarify the relationship between glycemic control and fetal growth restriction (FGR) in women with diabetes mellitus (DM) and/or hypertensive disorder of pregnancy in this study. The following changes shall be made for further clarity.

Response: Thank you for the comments. We have edited our manuscript according to your comments.

1\. Mandatory -Extensive English language edition is must and the paper should be prepared as per the journal instruction.

Response: Our revised manuscript has been submitted for English language review to Enago (www.enago.jp).

2\. The title of the manuscript should be amended. What is the meaning of \"both diabetes mellitus\" and it is not a scientific word.

Response: We have removed "both" and added "subsequent" to the title of the revised manuscript as follows: "Glycemic control and fetal growth of women with diabetes mellitus and subsequent hypertensive disorders of pregnancy"

3\. Abstract -Background of the study should be included and Methods section should be improved.

Response: We have edited the abstract to \<300 words and added the background of the study before the aim as follows: "We aim to clarify the relationship between glycemic control and fetal growth in women with DM and/or subsequent HDP."

Background of the study: "Pregnant women with diabetes mellitus (DM) are at high risk for hypertensive disorder of pregnancy (HDP). Women with poor control DM sometimes have heavy-for-dates (HFD) infants. However, women with HDP sometimes have light-for-dates infants."

We have edited the methods of the abstract as follows:

"Of 7893 women with singleton births at or after 22 GW, we enrolled 154 women with type 1 (T1DM) or type 2 DM (T2DM) whose infants did not have fetal abnormalities. Among women with T1DM or T2DM, the characteristics of the three groups..."

4\. Introduction -This section is poorly presented.

Response: We have added new details in Introduction section accordingly.

5\. Materials and Methods: Study design and inclusion and exclusion criteria of the study should be included (In a separate section)

Response: We have included the "Study design" and "Inclusion and exclusion criteria" in the Materials and methods sections as follows:

Study design

This retrospective cohort study was conducted in the perinatal medical centers of two institutions with maternal--fetal intensive care and neonatal intensive care units. The two institutions (Hokkaido University Hospital and Sapporo City Hospital) are located in Sapporo City with a population of 1.97 million and both institutions have specialists (medical doctors) in perinatal medicine and DM. These physicians worked in the Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology or the Department of Internal Medicine II, Hokkaido University Graduate School of Medicine.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Between January 2011 and December 2018, 7893 women gave birth at or after 22 GW at the two institutions. Of these, 154 women with DM who had singleton births were enrolled. Of these, those with "overt DM during pregnancy" \[19-21\] were included as having T2DM. Fortunately, all women were at least 20 years old at the time of delivery. Women whose infants had fetal chromosomal abnormality were excluded as well as those who gave birth to twins or triplets.

6\. Discussion: More scientific evidences should be included

Response: We have provided new information in the Discussion section accordingly.

6\. Conclusions should be rephrased.

Response: We have edited this section as follows:

Conclusions

Poor control of DM is linked to HDP and FGR. The insufficient treatment of DM before pregnancy increases the risk of HDP. Mothers of infants with FGR might have a remarkably lighter placenta and require a considerably higher insulin dosage at delivery than expected because of the placental dysfunction caused by HDP.

6\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article (what does this mean?). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files. If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review? For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our Privacy Policy.

Reviewer \#1: No

Response: We agree with your response.

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

Response: Thank you for the comments. We have resubmitted our manuscript according to your comments.

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool,

<https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>.

PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.

Response: We have uploaded our figures to PACE.
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Dear Dr. Morikawa,

We are pleased to inform you that your manuscript has been judged scientifically suitable for publication and will be formally accepted for publication once it complies with all outstanding technical requirements.

Within one week, you will receive an e-mail containing information on the amendments required prior to publication. When all required modifications have been addressed, you will receive a formal acceptance letter and your manuscript will proceed to our production department and be scheduled for publication.

Shortly after the formal acceptance letter is sent, an invoice for payment will follow. To ensure an efficient production and billing process, please log into Editorial Manager at <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/>, click the \"Update My Information\" link at the top of the page, and update your user information. If you have any billing related questions, please contact our Author Billing department directly at <authorbilling@plos.org>.

If your institution or institutions have a press office, please notify them about your upcoming paper to enable them to help maximize its impact. If they will be preparing press materials for this manuscript, you must inform our press team as soon as possible and no later than 48 hours after receiving the formal acceptance. Your manuscript will remain under strict press embargo until 2 pm Eastern Time on the date of publication. For more information, please contact <onepress@plos.org>.

With kind regards,

Frank T. Spradley

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

Reviewers\' comments:

Reviewer\'s Responses to Questions

**Comments to the Author**

1\. If the authors have adequately addressed your comments raised in a previous round of review and you feel that this manuscript is now acceptable for publication, you may indicate that here to bypass the "Comments to the Author" section, enter your conflict of interest statement in the "Confidential to Editor" section, and submit your \"Accept\" recommendation.

Reviewer \#1: All comments have been addressed

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

2\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

5\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: Author tried to address all the comments. There is a need of correcting typographical or grammatical errors.

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

7\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: No
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